INTRODUCTION

A brief historical perspective
first articulated the marketing concept, he noted that marketing was not really a separate management function but rather the whole business as seen from the customer's point of view." In much the same way today the disciplines studying information and intelligence have chosen a particular point of view of a particular department (marketing), of a particular technology or service (big data, business intelligence and data-as-a-Service, or DaaS) or from the question of competitive advantage (intelligence studies (IS), whether it's state or business) or strategy, which could be called the outside view. The problem is that there are many views or perspectives studying the same phenomenon, and to a large extent their respective adherents or researchers do not read each other's work or refuse to see the phenomenon from any perspective but their own. We have created a scientific landscape of compartmentalization and overlaps which has now mainly become a disadvantage to further understanding. Instead of tackling the methodical challenge, focusing on the notion of understanding as opposed to the promise of theory we instead end up feverishly hunting for the next management buzzword which only confirms the symptoms.
It wasn't always that way. The competitive advantage issue is an age old perspective going back in Europe to the foundations of the first city states (Venetia, Firenze) and before that in Asia to the foundations of nation states and empires (the Mauryan Empire, the state of Wu, the state of Qin), with contributions from men like Marco Polo, Machiavelli, Kautilya, Sun Zi and Han Fei Zi. The same question is asked again during the industrial revolution by Adam Smith and in modern times by Michael Porter (Solberg Søilen, 2012, p. 17) . As a discipline intelligence studies starts as state intelligence with men like R.V. Jones in Britain in 1939 and Sherman Kent in the USA, and as a function relevant for business with Stevan Dedijer in Sweden in the early 1970s (Solberg Søilen, 2012, p. 19) .
On the macro level the discipline may be said to have a twin sister in the study of geopolitics where we look at the correlation between history, geography and the notion of power, which survives after the Second World War and pops up in the social sciences with the Frankfurter School, as critical theory. As applied to the world of international business we often talk of geoeconomics: both are theoretically anchored in evolutionary theory, not as neoclassical economics in the study of physics. The discipline coined geopolitik was developed by the Swedish political scientist Rudolf Kjellén (1864 Kjellén ( -1922 , who was influenced by the German political geographer Friedrich Ratzel (1844 Ratzel ( -1904 who again was influenced by scholars like the Prussian geographer Carl Ritter (1779-1859), Alexander von Humboldt (the founder of modern geography) and the German historian Leopold von Ranke (1795 Ranke ( -1886 (Solberg Søilen, 2012, p. 21) .
Fast forwarding to today, the difference between information science in business, businessand market research and intelligence studies is mainly one of perspective, scope and dates and less about content and scientific method. Intelligence studies in business sees the organization much like an intelligence organization, an offspring of the study of state and military intelligence, searching for significant pieces of information that affect the business as a whole, not searching to see how selected experiences fit into oversimplified theoretical models. When Adam Smith wrote his famous book in 1776, this compartmentalization did not matter as political sciences then was an integrated part of economics and business studies in what is called political economy. Long before that, with Plato and Aristotle, it was all studied as philosophy, as opposed to the natural sciences. The compartmentalization of knowledge in the social sciences has since become an advancement to the body of knowledge about man as well as a hindrance as the method and logic continues to dominate at our universities, despite excellent scholarship in the 1970s and 1980s that shows that this is an intellectual impasse (see e.g. Hodgson, 1988 ). It's with theory as with great empires: their glow continues long after they have been surpassed (for example, England in the 19th century and the US in the 20th), an observation which itself fits into an evolutionary approach.
At the end, what decides the value of these different perspectives is to what extent they can show to be of relevance to practitioners. Academics must from time to time ask practitioners to what extent their work is being used and has positive effects for companies and for society at large. Drucker hardly wrote any articles for scientific journals, but he was always a favorite among practitioners, simply because his books were relevant. Thus it is real relevance that social science disciplines should strive for, not "academic impact," or the amount of articles or to what extent they are being cited by colleagues. The idea that basic research (as opposed to applied) is of great value in the social sciences is still to be proven even though it is true that the same method continues to do wonders for the natural sciences.
To know what to study researchers need to agree on what problems are of importance. The natural way to do this is to ask practitioners and academics alike what areas or problems they think deserves more attention based on unresolved problems they observe and are confronted with.
Solberg Søilen (2014) did a survey of what content readers of the Journal of Intelligence Studies in Business (JISIB) wanted to see. It said that readers are looking for more case study material. The survey also found that there is an even balance between those who think there is too much and too little technical content in the existing literature. Some readers also want articles in languages other than English. However, can these findings be used to draw general conclusion for the whole field of intelligence studies in business? We think not. Thus another more ambitious survey was planned to define a research agenda for the discipline as such, and thus identify the research gap.
An introduction to current literature
Wright and Calof (2006) study current CI practices among different cultures. The same authors did an evaluation of the study of the CI field two years later (Calof and Wright, 2008) . Solberg Søilen (2013) presented an overview of articles on competitive intelligence in JCIM and CIR, two earlier CI journals. Teo and King (1996) did an assessment of the integration of business planning with information systems, and Teo and Choo (2001) did an assessment of using the internet for CI. None of these articles tackled the question of defining a research agenda.
In more established business fields that also attract more research, similar projects to evaluate the field and lay out research agendas are more frequent. For example, Deshpande and Webster (1989) defined a research agenda for organizational culture and marketing. Guest (1997) did the same for human resource management (HRM). Closer to our own field, Varun Grover (2001) defined a research agenda for knowledge management (KM), Rumelt and Teece (1994) did the same for business strategy, Gibson et al. (2004) did this for business intelligence (BI) and AlMashari (2002) defined an agenda for enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems.
Intelligence studies can be divided into a private and a public side, or one related to business and the other to the affairs of the state. Research agendas in military and state intelligence have a longer history and have come further as a discipline. Landon-Murray (2013) presents a literature inventory and research agenda for intelligence studies. Marrin (2005) argue, much like Calof and Wright (2008) , that in CI intelligence should continue to be done within the parameters of other disciplines. Landon-Murray (2013) argues that "Previously, students likely to pursue careers in the intelligence field completed liberal arts degrees-commonly political science and history at the undergraduate level and international relations at the graduate level" (p. 745) and that this corresponds to demand by practitioners: "Intelligence organizations like the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) do not want graduates who have been educated to be 'intelligence specialists'" (p. 748). Dorondo (1960) argues that intelligence courses should teach broad concepts from a variety of academic disciplines (like economics, political science and sociology) and issues, with less focus on intelligence specializations. Meredith et al. (2012) argue for greater engagement between academia, BI vendors and BI customers, with an outline of a research agenda. Dhami et al. (2015) present a list of problems that deserve more attention. On the top they place methods for assessing and improving forecasting accuracy and examining communication of uncertainty using verbal and numerical probabilities. Andrew (1997) wants to see greater intelligence sharing with foreign agencies, which was also what happened later. A similar development is occurring with DaaS today for private organizations where organizations are starting to rent information instead of buying it. We do not have to agree with all suggestions presented in these research agendas as much will depend on the industry we are in and on when the suggestions were made (many are quickly outdated). To be representative, surveys on research agendas try to gather data from a broad group of users and researchers. Others base their assessment on what has been done previously in scientific journals, thus what seems to be missing, or what authors themselves say are missing. We shall attempt to do both here in this paper.
Research on intelligence courses offered
There is a positive correlation between the number of researchers in an area, the number of courses and the amount of research produced, even though the causal relationship is less evident.
Again we will have to refer to research done for intelligence studies. According to Campbell (2011 ): "Between 1985 and 1999 , the number of non-government higher education courses on intelligence increased from 54 to between 200 and 300" (p. 308), "By 2005 the number of unclassified courses offered within the military intelligence community had grown to 1 417, with National Security Agency (NSA) courses making up 46 percent of this number" (p. 309) and "The number of non-government courses in intelligence has now grown to over 840, with more than 100 civilian institutions providing some form of intelligence education" (p. 309).
There are no PhD programs in intelligence studies, except for at the American Military University, but it is possible to defend a thesis in intelligence related topics both within business studies and computer sciences in 
Research questions
This article is a continuation of the article "A place for intelligence studies as a scientific discipline" (Solberg Søilen, 2015) , where focus is on what the journal's readers want to see articles about. The article also shows what many CI practitioners think makes CI unique. The examples show that the content they list is not exclusive to CI. However, the article also suggests that there are problem areas within intelligence studies in business that are not covered by other studies and suggest that these be further investigated to build a research agenda for intelligence studies in business. The article suggests that the lack of scientific development in the field is related to how we chose to define it. A working hypothesis is that CI is defined differently by different practitioners and that this is a part reason for the confusion. Thus in the survey we asked people to define CI and/or intelligence studies and react to an established definition. In the analysis a number of dimensions are identified in the form of working hypotheses where CI may be said to bridge a gap in relation to other fields of study related to method, perspective, technology, function and actor.
In this article we investigate the working hypotheses and identify a specific research agenda by way of a survey. Two research questions were formulated: 
METHOD
Data was gathered over LinkedIn and the JISIB mailing list. On LinkedIn we posted the survey (surveymonkey.com) at the SCIP members group with a population of ca. 22 000 registered users. The journal JISIB has ca. 800 registered users. The time period allowed for responses was three weeks. In total, 270 complete responses were gathered. Out of these respondents five deep interviews of 30 minutes each were carried out using Skype. These respondents were chosen randomly from different industries to avoid industryspecific interests. The following industries were represented: software, aeronautics, management consulting, pharmaceuticals and academia.
DATA
To include data of all responses directly in this paper was not possible due to limited space. Instead we publish every 10th answer, shown in Table 1 . The analysis and statistics are done for the whole set. Some shortening of the text as well as language and grammar editing has been done for the original answers. 
ANALYSIS
The following can be said from the 270 responses and the five deep interviews: answers vary significantly. Respondents may have misunderstood the questions, maybe due to reading and answering too fast, which may be a problem with e-surveys and emails in general today. For example, respondents sometimes did not write definitions where this is asked for and are more interested in promoting their own ideas about CI in general. This information tells us instead how respondents think about CI, which can be useful, but is less useful for answering the specific research questions. It may also be that respondents think very differently about what CI is.
There was no difference in regards to these issues between those who answered on LinkedIn and those who answered by return email. In summary, the most requested areas requested are: analyses, traditional phenomena or problems and trans-or crossdisciplinary studies.
Q2: What definition of competitive intelligence and/or intelligence studies do you prefer? (How do you define it?)
What elements are emphasized in the definition of CI and IS? The most recurring elements are about the individual steps in the intelligence cycle, responsiveness to client needs, actionable knowledge, signals from the competitive environment, relationships to big data, decision makers, strategy, seeing opportunities ("blue oceans"), knowledge and decision making with the entire business environment in mind.
The most recurring element in the answers is that it's about supporting managerial decision and decision-making. This occurs in 33% of the answers. The second most important element is that it's based on an understanding of the external environment present in 15% of answers. Third is that it's about actionable knowledge/information was included in 11% of answers. Other answers suggest that it's about following the CI cycle, following customer needs, working in a questions and answer format, a combination of detecting weak signals, applying big data and translating it to decision makers, that it's linked to strategy or that it's about putting it all together or acting as a catalyst.
The problem with the answers from the first question is that it's an area already covered by other established fields of study. There are several journals on decisionmaking, most of which are related to medicine and health. In SCOPUS there are 4291 articles, books and papers about decisionmaking in medicine and several journals on the topic, 2183 in decision sciences, 1897 in computer science, 1505 in psychology, 1477 in health professions, 1476 in nursing, 945 in business, 931 in dentistry, 852 in economics and 797 in mathematics.
The decision-making sciences have their own journals like the journal Decision Sciences and societies like the Decision Sciences Institute. Not only practitioners but even most academics pay little attention to these overlaps. Thus SCIP focuses on decisionmaking in their definitions and material, like when the organization says it "focuses on decision-making, to create competitive advantage". CI defined on Wikipedia also emphasizes decision-making.
The second most popular answer, that the study is about the understanding of the external environment, is a unique definition as that notion is not covered by other established scientific disciplines as far as I have been able to see. No other established research communities are looking at this phenomenon today it seems.
The third most popular answer, that it's about actionable knowledge/information, talks about an end product, or the end result of the intelligence process. As such, it is considered too narrow to build the basis for a scientific study. As a curiosity, only a few of the 270 respondents use the term preferred by Google in their new BI service, "actionable insights."
Q3: What do you think about this definition:
"Intelligence studies deals with all the things which should be known in advance of initiating a course of action."
For the third question we wanted to extract information from respondents by asking them to respond to an established definition. In total, 46% of respondents thought the definition by the Hoover commission can be used for intelligence studies and CI. A further 17% of respondents have objections toward the notion of "should be known" in the definition, as they argue that CI is largely about what you cannot know in advance. Another 17% think that the definition is too broad and 12.5% of respondents have objections to the use of the term 'action,' which they see as significantly different from the term 'decision,' which they prefer. Strategic intelligence follows the elements of the intelligence cycle and is directed towards strategy. In the definition from Wikipedia it is used for state and military intelligence. However, the term is frequently used in business contexts, as a quick search in any of the scientific databases will show.
DISCUSSION
The problem of overlapping definitions
The relationship between fields of study and scientific journals
Any scientific field of study must be related to one or more scientific journals. If we start from the top, or from a broad perspective, all journal names with the term 'intelligence' in the most prestigious scientific database, Web of Science, are related to the study of psychology. The number of specific articles published about CI, marketing intelligence, market intelligence and strategic intelligence in each of these journals are listed in Table 2 . Intelligence studies in business cannot define itself as yet another version of the same, but must be defined as different from other disciplines. In the survey we saw that respondents favored a focus on the external environment in the definition and that this term is not occupied by other studies or scientific journals. This is also the understanding of a much cited article by Chen et al. (2002) : "Competitive Intelligence (CI) aims to monitor a firm's external environment for information relevant to its decisionmaking process" p. 1. A suggestion based on the data collected in our survey could be that:
E. Intelligence studies in business is about how companies study their external environment and how that contributes to their competitive advantage.
In an earlier article Gbosbal and Kim (1986) speak about "environmental intelligence" in the same way. Gilad (1989) makes the same distinction between CI, as scanning competitors and markets as opposed to environmental scanning, which is much broader, but also where it is more difficult to add value.
When we compare the literature, marketing intelligence is more about the micro perspective, what is going on in the company and the market. Only to a lesser degree does it study the macro factors that influence that market (macro-economic, political, judicial, environmental, scientific, technological, social, infrastructural factors) . Intelligence studies, on the other hand, is just as much about the macro perspective, the factors that the company cannot influence but have a decisive effect on its operations. Simply put, it's about what goes on in the world and how that affects the company's competitive advantage.
It is also about the company perspective, not about the perspective of the state, which again separates it from [state or military] intelligence studies.
Respondents found the definition of The Clark Task Force of the Hoover Commission from 1953-55 to be good, but too broad. For the sake of order it's reaped here:
F. "Intelligence deals with all the things which should be known in advance of initiating a course of action."
In summary, definition E seems to be the best option when compared to the data gathered in the survey and from the deep interviews.
Setting a research agenda: the broader perspective
The suggestions by the respondents in the survey and the deep interviews gave us a list for a research agenda. In this paper, however, there must also be room for a broader discussion where less frequent answers are discussed.
The question of a research agenda is ultimately the question of how and where we as employees in companies may learn about the surrounding world that is relevant for the competitive advantage of the organization. Gilad (1989) suggests that the irrelevance of much environmental scanning can be solved by looking beyond obvious sources ("be entrepreneurial"), by harvesting the power of the entire company ("be economic") and by focusing on what specific users say they need ("be essential") (Idem).
Setting a research agenda is also a question of who can do the job. Does it have to be CI experts? Are we looking at some sort of super librarian for the web 2.0 age? CI has for a long time been of interest to the library sciences, even though librarians have their own journals and professional societies. Can't we give the whole job to a computer geek? After all business intelligence, big data and the internet of things are mainly studied by engineering types. Or, to take a diagonally opposite view, maybe the whole thing can be given to a good social science researcher or a wise man (as in the humanities). After all, for each question we ask about the world there is a set of answers and the scientific methods are the same, shared by all of the social sciences and some of the humanities. The ways we answer these questions gives birth not only to different research agendas but also decides the scientific home of the study.
For now, let's simply acknowledge that there will be different approaches and that some academic groups like BI are more successful scientifically than others. That is largely the result of being more relevant.
As for the question of how and where we may learn the most about keeping an organization competitive, there are numerous possible answers, of which many have been suggested in terms of the topics in this survey. If we look to existing theory, much of the literature focus on different flows of information into organizations, starting with the article by Gbosbal and Kim (1986) focusing on trade publications, suppliers, bankers, consultants and customers. Another approach that continues to attract little or no attention in the scientific literature is travelling and reading, maybe in part because they are though to belong to the humanities, the study of history, geography and literature.
Travelling as a way to learn about the external environment
A good intelligence worker or analyst is a person who has travelled and seen a lot, is well-read and is part of an influential network of people, according to the formula: reading, watching and listening. We must read broadly and in order to watch and listen we need to travel. To identify the macro factors in the larger, international environment, we need to know what is going on in the world because things in the world affect us. This is the perspective of intelligence as surrounding world analysis, as defined by Stevan Dedijer, but also suggested by respondents in the survey. As such, it is very different from what students learn at university in the social sciences.
The intelligence expert should be able to solve the following problem given by a decision maker: "I need to make this decision, now tell me what I need to know to do it correctly." How do we study and train employees for this task? There are basically two questions; what is it that I need to know and how do I become good at it? The point made here is that the answer to these questions should also decide the research direction of the discipline. It is suggested here that we become good at CI also by travelling and seeing the world. Or, recalling the story of Drucker in the introduction, we are often better off reading books, instead of reading scientific articles, which tend to give a fragmented and overly theoretical (dogmatic) view on reality.
The notion of "learning by travelling" has been a method followed ever since Marco Polo went on his big journey and wrote a book about it, and Peter the Great went to the Netherlands to learn how to build ships. It was the tradition of the English aristocracy with the "Grand Tour" and it has been the method of big industrialists, like Ferdinand Porsche when he visited the US to learn about mass production at the Ford factory and when Robert Bosch went to work with Thomas Edison in New York. In Germany it was and to some extent still is the tradition that young apprentices organized in student unions (Burschenschaft) traveled (Wanderjahre) for some years before they set up their own shop, much like in Goethe's novel "Wilhelm Meisters Wanderjahre" (See also Steer, 2008) .
In much the same way, state intelligence organizations have thousands of people stationed in other countries and other departments, such as the foreign department, and make sure their employees travel the world on a regular basis if for nothing else than to keep up with current affairs. If this is a relevant direction in reality then it should be so in theory too. Still there is little research in this direction.
The problem is to a large extent that the neoclassical paradigm, which still dominates studies in business and economics, despite the fact that its usefulness has been refuted decades ago (see, for example, Hodgson, 1988) . Neoclassic scholars consistently avoid topics covered by the humanities, which they see as less scientific just because they are less rigid simply because they belong to another domain of knowledge about human life.
In other words, the problem is to a large extent the way we define what is scientific for the study of man. Many will argue that intelligence as "wandering around the world" is more fitted as a study for the humanities. In comparison, Asian societies have been more inclined to see competitive questions from a broader and more practical perspective (Japan in 1960s and 1970s, China today) while Western societies, since the 1970s, have come to see travelling primarily as entertainment and personal enrichment (an end in itself).
My students have hardly heard about the twin cities of Chongqing and Chengdu as one of the great industrial hearts of the world, and they are ignorant about Wenzhou, where around 90% of global eyewear is made, Guangzhou, where around 70% of bags and suitcases for European and US mass markets are made, or any of the other 50 or so Chinese niche cities. Instead they know (much like consumers) about the brands themselves -not how they are made, or where or who the owners are. The business schools where they go continue to spread a curriculum void of historical parallels, detached from geography, with no real interest in questions of ownership, but filled with oversimplified business models, common sense truisms and gossip about fast fortunes made (success stories).
The development of the social sciences after WWII lead to an extreme form of compartmentalization (specialization not being the major problem), of which intelligence studies has also been a victim to the point that it almost annihilated itself as a study with CI. This can also be explained by the study's false perception of itself, as the topic was driven forward by practitioners, more as a consultancy fashion and a fad then a scientific study. From a consultancy perspective one might say there is nothing wrong with this. As one term gets used up (does not sell) another is introduced, much like when CI consultants exchanged CI with market intelligence and today market intelligence with foresight, much without thinking about the difference in meanings. From a science perspective, however, this is troublesome.
Reading as a way to learn about the external environment
Maybe reading is just another way of travelling. Anyway, surfing the internet is not the same thing. It's an illusion to think that we have become smarter because of the increased amount of data available on the internet. Most new data added each day are YouTube videos (all those funny cats and dogs), our comments on Facebook and Twitter, information which is not even accurate or interesting, but appeals to our narcissistic and voyeuristic nature. I will keep this discussion for an upcoming article, dealing with DaaS and other aaS.
Reading is mostly a missed opportunity. Much valuable information and knowledge is only available in books (including e-books) but the knowledge they contain demands time for reading and reflection. We also need to read continuously because we forget continuously. Intelligence work is just as much about finding time to become knowledgeable. Instead our days are filled with disruptions and multitasking, which basically means doing many things poorly. Surfing and sifting through information and knowing where it is is not the same as knowing, much less remembering. For example the NSA knows it has data about future crimes and terrorist attacks, but it cannot extract it, so it does not matter. On the other hand, they have so much data that they can always find something that looks suspicious but isn't. Instead of building our own opinion we follow those of others who somehow seem to us to know more. We follow management fads like "blue oceans," co-creation, innovation or CSR, simply because it seems a good idea at the time and critical thinking somehow takes too long. Of course, most people are too busy being entertained to read anything at all. All of this is no critical of any individual or mankind, simply a reminder of our cognitive limits.
There are basically two ways to learn, through our own personal experience and those of others. What we read, watch or listen to depends on what we want to know, for example what industry we are studying, but we can still say something in general about types of sources, their relevance to the questions we face and the degree of trust we can place in their answers. Table 3 summarizes these sources of information and how we interpret them.
The problem with types of sources is often a tradeoff between trust and relevance. It's easy and quick to see what is relevant, but it takes time to write it and to make it trustworthy. By the time the product (book) is ready many will have forgotten and moved on to the next big thing. Instead we need to learn to wait for the book. Popular sources know what we want to know but cannot deliver the answers. Their headlines become unfulfilled promises. Scientific sources are often too narrow to be relevant, focusing on some narrow correlation.
Still, we can give some general advice for reading to break with some of our worst biases: try to read in different languages (to get different perspectives), rotate your sources, for example every year (for example, Being informed is a question of who we chose to listen to, but also who we have access to. Besides books, the most important source for intelligence in business is industry reports and country reports, more so than even scientific articles.
Industry and country reports as a way to learn about the external environment
The longer we have been in a business, the more we know about it (even though there is always a risk that we become blind to solutions because we get stuck in habits). Industry experts frequently claim they require no help from CI experts as they do not know the business. This is a dilemma; the CI expert comes with a toolbox but frequently doesn't know the material he is set to work with. It's impossible to be an expert on all industries, simply because there are so many and they are so different. At the same time, their numbers are finite and there is some consensus about their classification.
The Harvard Business School (HBS) site lists around 50 different industries on its website, the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) site lists about 100 "subjects" (Table 4) Out of fifty-two industries, twenty-four can be classified as production (46%). They represent 41.8% of the papers available on the HBS site. This is of importance for the competitive advantage of nations, which builds largely on our ability to export, a lesson often forgotten (Solberg Søilen, 2012b) .
Some industries are underrepresented in the number of studies: these include the insurance industry, travel, accommodation (hotels), tourism and medical devices. Some divisions are also misleading, like the separation between IT (1) and technology (126). The aerospace industry has few studies, but it's also an industry with few actors. Some areas may be said to be overrepresented in terms of the number of reports or information available about them: these include publishing (48), health (106) and financial services (180). The amount of papers says nothing about the quality of information.
For the "subjects" listed by EIU, I have divided them into industries, analyses, studies and topics in Table 4 . The reason for this mix of categories by EIU has to do with the kind of knowledge customers ask for and the specialties of EIU employees.
Topics are open to larger changes over time, industries less so. As indicated by respondents in this survey there is a demand for research papers in specific industries. Our lists show the scope for such studies. We could also have listed country reports, which besides industry reports are the major focus of EIU, but these are obvious for everyone with an elementary course on geography.
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
In this paper we identify a research agenda for CI and intelligence studies in business. According to respondents, practitioners and academics should focus on analyses, such as foresight, cases with Quintuple Helix, Treverton's "mysteries", traditional phenomena or problems, such as HRM, risk management, soft power, measuring the value of CI, information access, new phenomena, like the internet of things, aaS solutions, trans-or cross-disciplinary studies, such as intelligence analysis toolsets used in military or government, industry strategy, energy and earth resources (geoeconomics), applying data science to competitive intelligence, methodological issues such as identifying and avoiding cognitive bias or publishing more cases and industry specifics, or focusing more on certain industries, like consumer products, and health and security.
Respondents think that CI should be defined around supporting managerial decisions and decision-making but in this article we show that this is associated with certain methodological problems, as the area identified is already covered by other scientific groups and journals. The result is a considerable overlap. Respondents' second suggestion is that the definition should be around the understanding of the external environment. This is a better definition from the point of view of defining a unique research agenda. It also corresponds with the understanding of intelligence as surrounding world analysis and the broader definition of social intelligence as defined by Stevan Dedijer.
In the discussion we try to show how the development towards compartmentalization in the social sciences has been to a disadvantage to the development of CI and intelligence studies in business as disciplines. We show how notions like reading and travelling have always been the way companies have learned about the surrounding world and suggest reasons for why this lesson has been forgotten.
The implication of this research helps to form some consensus around what kind of problems are interesting for researchers to take on for intelligence studies in business. There are suggestions in the discussion of this paper that indicate that it would be of interest to see a compilation of courses offered in CI and its equivalents around the world. It would also be interesting to see how the tradition of traveling-as-learning continues in companies today. Furthermore, it is of interest to better understand how companies succeed with intelligence within specific industries or subject areas.
The future of intelligence studies in business continues to lie primarily with its symbiosis with new technology. A generation ago it was the development of software, business intelligence, but it is now with Cloud solutions, DaaS and other members of the aaS family. Managerial aspects cannot be developed independently. Zhiqiang et al. (2012) show how CI can be integrated in BI, but more and broader research in this direction is required.
BI may represent tremendous business opportunities in dollar terms, but these systems and software are by themselves nothing but empty shells. They do not become valuable before we fill them with good intelligence.
Intelligence systems are primarily about content, not technology. Intelligence studies in business are about how we build that content for the surrounding world of any private organization.
